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In accordance with the basic rules that language in a constitution is to be deemed to have been used therein in its ordinary 
sense, ! the principle has been developed that the framers of a constitution are assumed to have employed the words used therein 


in a comprehensive sense as expressive of general ideas rather than of finer shades of thought or of narrow distinctions,” and 
ordinarily, words in an instrument such as the United States Constitution or a state constitution are not construed as having a 


narrow, contracted meaning but are presumed to have been used in a broad sense, with a view of covering all contingencies.° 
Where words are used which have both a restricted and a general meaning, the general must prevail over the restricted unless 


the nature of the subject matter of the context clearly indicates that the limited sense is intended.* 


Stated differently, the rule is that no forced, strained, unnatural, narrow, or technical construction should ever be placed upon 
the language of a constitution.° Neither should the judiciary indulge in or follow any ingenious refinements or subtlety of 
reasoning as to the meaning of its provisions. ’ A court will not construe a constitutional provision to arrive at a strained,® 


unpractical,” or absurd result.!° 
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